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people eimployed in serving rather than man-
ufacturing jobs. The white collar superceded
the blue collar. With a greatly accelerated
rate of knowledge and technology and with
the shortening of time between discovery and
actual production of a new product or proc-
ess we can anticipate that by 1975 34 of
our working population will be producing
goods and services that have not yet been
developed. )

Indeed, we can go still further. Since 1960
we have had a larger education than labor
force, if we calculate all those engaged in
full or part time education or labor re-train-
ing or significant adult and employee train-
ing. Though one cannot be absolutely precise,
there was a rough equivalence between the
jabor and learning forces in 1960; in 19756
the learning force will bhe more than 50%
‘the larger.

All expendltures for education—public
and private—now just exceed 52 billion, This
approaches 7% of our gross national prod-
uct. In dollar terms this is almost a five fold
increase in 15 years and double in the per-
centage of the gross national product.

These are inescapable and irreversible
trends. As Daniel Bell has pointed out, “the
ganglion of our soclety is knowledge’, We are
the first nation in human history in which
more than half of the employed population
is not Involved in the production of food,
clothing, houses, automobiles, or tangible
goods. We are the first soclety in which pro-
fessional and technical employment exceeds
109 and will rise to 15% in but ten years.

And ours is the country in all history which
has most responded and prospered from the
spur of inmovation, of widely diffused, and
afticipated change. The place which the
university has as a central institution for
setting goals, channeling change, and train-
ing in this setting is perfectly evident. The

resilience and creative adaptions which our

colleges and universities have made is a re-
markable part of this story. Loras has shared
in this adventure.

But for this college and for most others
the mnext decade will become even more de-
manding and place an even greater strain
oh your qualities of leadership and human.
ingenuity.

For education is no longer confined to the
ivy covered buildings of the college cam-
puses—but has expanded into every aspect
of American life.

sStudents no longer study soclal causes
and changes from text books alone—they are
an active agent in those causes and those
changes. )

They no longer sit in only the classrooms
and learn about political history—they march
in Alabama and register voters in Mis~
slssippi.

They are no longer content with the es-
tablished regulations and recelved traditions
alone, they wish to test their validity and
have a volce in their adoption to present
circumstance.

As the student examines his soclety from
this new perspective, he becomes more aware
of its failures, and the failure of traditional
text book concepts to come to grips with the
problems which he sees.

And at the same time that these frustra-
tions are building, he is being administered
what John Gardner the secretary of Health
Education and Welfare, has penetratingly
described as “the anti-leadership vacecine”,

At the very point in our history when we
most need imaginative, creative leadership,
we are too often immunizing many of our
most gifted young people against any dis-
position to assume leadership.

“The young person today”, says Mr. Gard-
ner, “Is acutely aware of the fact that he is
an anonymous member of a mass soclety, an
individual lost among millions of others. The
processes by which leadership is exerclsed
are not visible to him, and he is bound to
believe that they are exceedingly intricate.

Very little in his eéxperience encourages him
to think that he might someday exercise a
role of leadership.’”

But instead of overcoming this undertow

_away from leadership, a college education

may only reg . N

The & a young person is indo&trinated
into ghie settled attitude and
nigyes of his chosen profession or life study,
the less he is directed to the larger and
ejnergent problems with which a true leader
ust be concerned, and the less interested
e becomes In leadership as such. He devel-

fessional person—which make him more ca~
pable of leadership only in the very narrow-
est sense—superior skill within his own lim-~
ted field.

As a result, Mr, Gardner says, “the acad-
ic world appears to be approaching a point
ak which everyone will want to educate the
te ‘hnical expert who advises the leader, or
the intellectual who stands off and criticlzes
the Yeader, but no one will want to educate
the ldader himself.” ‘

The*college must guard against the trend
of educating too miany experts to advise and
criticize and too few leaders to lead and
mobilize. -

The results too often is a disaffection from
the established institutions of our soclety,
a retreat to the politics of protest instead of
action, allenation and withdrawal rather
than involvement—a contagious escapism.
I do not intend to suggest that colleges are
the principal culprits or the principal cures
for our national failures, They are but one
of the vital agencies for soclal change and
human betterment. -

Nor do I believe that student protest has
an unerring instinct for either truth or re-
form. Some of it is frivolous: somg of 1t is
imitative: some of it Is shallow in™jts per-
ceptions. .,

Nor do I ask that colleges be responsive to
every gust of change, to each headline in '%pe
morning paper, to every cry of alarm from

either the politician or the expert. Learning:,

for its own sake, detached judgement, and
continuity are still values to be prized in our
colleges.

But I do say that our leading colleges and
universities must give thelr students and
communlities an appreclation for the con-
tour lines of social change and for the
malinsprings of danger and need.

There is little doubt that the highest need
we have now—and will continue to have—is
a better understanding of our urban society.
We need to know more about its itensions,
the quality of life within cities, the ways
in which citles, large and small, can better
absorb and guide the inevitable changes of
this decade and the next ones.

. Yet, as Patrick Cardinal O’Boyle, the arch-
bishop of Washington pointed out in a pas-
toral letter this summer:

“As Christians, our efforts . . . have been
feeble. Our support of desperately needed
programs . . . has been far less than ade-
quate. Our education system throughout the
Nation moves at a snails pace in its faltering
effort to readjust to the rapidly changing sit-
uation in our crowded urban centers.”

Congress must assume its share of the
blame for the present situation. It would be
bad enough if we had done nothing at all.
But to start programs like the War on Pov-
erty, the Teachers Corps, or Rent Supple-
ments, and then to refuse to fund them ade-
quately once we have aroused expectationg

ofily further Intensifies very legltimnte-Ers-

trations. And ThisTepresents Eal crisis—
fear which breeds resentment, a resentment
which feeds even greater hostility, a fallure
of understanding and communication.

How did it happen, in a Nation built on
traditions of justice and opportunity?

From the polnt of view. of the average
American, the Negro has seen ateady and
continuous progress. In a relatively short

frozen tech-..

ps skills—as a scholar, a scientist, or a pro-

-
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period of time, the entire structure of dis-
criminatory legislation has been torn down.
Negro -Americans have entered the profes-
slons, the Cabinet, and now the Supreme
Caurt. And the taxpayer himself has paid
for poverty programs, education, job train-
ing, and urban renewal.

He asks himself then, what reason can

“nere be for violence, or frustration, or dis-

saﬁsfactlon with present progress. But, for

the young man in the ghetto, that progress
is not very significant. .

He is no longer in servitude, but he has
only about once chance out of three of get-
ting a job that pays as much as $60 a week.

He can vote, but even if he has been able
to stay in high school and earn his diploma,
he very llkely has only the equivalent of an
elghth grade education in Dubuque.

He can eab at the same lunch counter as
a white man, but he probably has only 70¢ a
day to spend on £gbd.

Somehow, if pfogress is to have meaning,
we m i the communication gap be-
tween the inner city and the suburbs, be-
tween rural and urban America, so as to de-
velop public understanding and compassion
which can be translated into posltive action.
It is in this task that the college is an In~
dispensable 1ink and can play a crucial medi-
ating role. - -

I am not just talking about tralning
priests or soclal workers—although 1t is es-
sential that they have this understanding and
compassion, .

1 am-talking about developing these atil-

tudes in the engineers, the chemists, the

doctors, the accountants who will be- the
voters and taxpayers and opinion makers
upon whom our progress as a nation will
depend,

I contend that we have no more to fear
from the hipples and the protest marchers,
who have assessed the problems of our so-
clety and have withdrawn, or gone into
sterile rebellion, than we do from upstanding
young men and women who are abiding by
the rules, learning their physics, or business

., administration, or mechanical drawing, and
“golng out to assume thelr roles 1n soclety

with no personagl concern about the problems
of “their less advantaged fellow Americans
andabout the cities in which they work.

Without sabandoning or distorting 1ts
search; for excellence, or 1ts independence,
the college and university can contribute
importantly in this search. It can teach the
studentsito be challenged and stimulated by
the ambiguity of our soclety, not, in David
Relsman’s ‘phrase, “threatened with complex-
ity.” Progress depends on compromise and
students myst be lead to the ability to cope
with problers for which there are no wholly
satisfactory dolutions in the short-run.

It can re-direct itself toward the develop-
ment of generalists in an age of specializa-
tion, More than anything else, our soclety
needs todey the man who can be the skilled
professional, yet is not imprisoned by his
subjects or ¢ jlling. A sense of relevance, a
capacity to ol?serve trends and needs outside
one’s special feld, a vision of larger lssues
need not be the casualtles of our speclalized
age. And fifially, colleges and unilversities
must criticglly evaluate their resources and
capacities for meeting the growing pressures
of an u;}aan civilization. No one college can
span the whole panorama of urban crisis,
but iHeir 1s hardly any which cannot make &
netlve contribution if it seeks to. Each
tollege must discover where ITS strength. lies,
what 1T can do, where 1T can stimulate cre-
ative responses, where IT can be relevant.

But equally colleges can no longer be iso-
lated, either from their communlties or from
each other. Whenever possible colleges must
develop productive associations: in common
access to university facilities, In arrange-
ments which permit interchange of students
in spectal fields, in consortia which will make
feasible graduate or speclal training beyond
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the resources of a slngle college, In common
systems of information retrieval and storage
when, this becomes economical and available
'not many years from now.-

In turn, our private colleges have a right
to loock to business for greater support in
the years ahead. Corporate help to the pri-
vate college has not reached its potential,
especlally in smaller and newer universities
in the city, The frontier of the city is critical
for business, Both self-interest. and public
interest should lead business to a greater
support of independent colleges.

The Federal Government, in its turn, will

continue to give an important but not com-
manding share of support to higher educa-
tion in various ways. But it, too, must be
vigilantly self-critical so that a balance is
maintained in our patterns of education and
‘that inertia and habit do not become the
sole arbitrators. There is all too great a
tendency for assistance to flow to a few in-
stitutions, in a few regions, in a few fields.
Defense, space, and atomic energy, for ex-
ample, absorb more that 24 of all the trained
people avallable for the exploration of our
scientific and technological frontiers. In con-
trast there are but a few persons directing
théir energles to finding better technologies
for low cost housing, to,the economics of
poverty, to the aesthetics’ and amenities of
city life. : ’
" A Congressman can offer to a college only
the advice of the amateur. He 1s somewhat
in the situation of the old football coach
whose system was described as “punt and
bray.” But the student and the teacher in
the university or college have. the opportu-
nity to think reflectively and deeply about
the declsive questions of our age. It is here
that the first impulses for change and re-
sponsible action most commonly are aroused.
It is here that knowledge is unified and com-~
plexity subdued.

That is why the American people expect
so much from thelr insitutions of learning.
That 1s why it looks to them for relivency
and initiative., That is why we value their
unwavering commitment to truth.

If there Is any certainty about the world
of tomorrow, it i1s that this reliance will

grow.

A&)RESS BY PAUL C. WARNKE,
ABSISTANT SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE FOR INTERNATIONAL SE-
CURITY AFFAIRS—ANTIBALLISTIC
MISSILE

(Mr. NEDZI (at the request of Mr.
ForLey) was granted permission to ex-

tend his remarks at this point in the-

REecorp and ‘to include extraneous mat-
ter.) . :

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, recently, As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Affairs, Paul C.
Warnke, appeared before the Advocates
Club of Detroit and delivered an ex-
tremely penetrating address on a topic
of most serious concern to all the world,
the antiballistic missile. Secretary
Warnke, in lucid and logical terms, out-
lined and reviewed the reasons behind
the decisions of our Government in this
regard and made it obvious that we con-~
tinue to seek an understanding with the
Soviet Union in order to avoid ascending
to another level in a mutually costly arms
race. While this new weapons system is
oriented toward a Chinese threat, he also
expressed our desires for an understand-
ing with the Chinese in this horribly
vexatious area.

Under leave to extend my remaxks, I
submit this excellent statement for the
REecorp and commend it to the attention.
of my colleagues:
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REMARKS OF Pavn C. WARNKE, ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, INTERNATIONAL SE-~
CURITY AFFAIRS, BEFORE THE AIVOCATES
CLus, DeTrOIT, MICH., OCTOBER 6, 1067

At the start, I'd like to express apprecla-
tlon and apology. Appreciation, of course, for
the opportunity to be with you tonight and
to share in your fellowship. Apology, for the
fact that, inescapably, I'm cast as the skele-
ton at the feast.

But this is the risk that any group accepts
when it invites a speaker from the Depart-
ment of Defense. We deal necessarily with
the implements of death. And today the im-
plements of death are no longer reascnhably
selective but instead are the frighteningly
impersonal instruments of mass destruction.

In recent talks in Washington a high of-
ficial of an Aslan country observed that:
“The world is governed by the logle of deter-
rence.” This got me to thinking. And I con-
cluded that the statement, like so0 many ori=
ental axloms, had a great deal of merit.

As has already been explained, my train-
ing and background is that of a lawyer. Ac-
cordingly, I have had day-to-day experience
with the fact that adherence to the laws
that are essential to the preservation of an
ordered soclety turns largely on two kinds of
motivation. One 1s the voluntary recogni-
tion by responsible members of society that
its ability to function depends on conformity
to the rules that protect both person and
property. But responsible individuals never
make up the totality of any population.
Other elements can be compelled to comply
with the basic laws only because they are
deterred from anti-social conduct. Deter-
rence exists in the likelihood that deviation
from soclety’s rules will lead to punishment,
And the surer that punishment, obviously,
the stronger the deterrent becomes. As the
likelihood of punishment diminishes, the
likelihood that the laws will be flouted by
irresponsible individuals obviously will in-
crease. This inverse ratio is what has stimu-
lated the lively debate as to whether our
courts have gone too far in seeking to assure
the Constitutional rights of those accused of
crime. Concern about individual lberties
admittedly detracts from the certainty that
the guilty will be punished. But it also pro-
tects those mistakenly charged with crime
and prevents the distortion of our free soci-
ety into a police state.

Without getting further into a debate out-
slde my present field, I would note that fear
of punishment can never deter all criminal
conduct, There is, in any population, &
reslduum of individuals who cannot be ex-
pected to adhere to the rules of organized
soclety either from Innate responsibility or
from apprehension that departure from
them will result in punishment. There are
individuals who, because of mental incapac-
ity or a desperate conviction that they have
nothing to lose, will stumble into criminal
behavior or will seek determinedly to tear
at the fabric of the society in which they
find no place. This last phenomenon—of
which you in this city have special knowl-
edge—underlies the riots that have troubled
our internal serenity during the past few
years. Other crimes of course result when
normally law-abiding persons are prey to
panle or passion that overcomes both their
normal responsibility and the Ifear of
punishment.

Tonight I would like to discuss with you
the implications of these universal princi-
ples to the fleld of international security. Be-
cause, as I see it, the logic of deterrence that
permits any particular soclety to function
applies as well in the sphere of international
relations.

In the world community, the generality of
nations conduct themselves responsibly be-
cause they recognize that thelr mutual inter-
est is served by the responsible conduct of
world affairs. A few, regrettably, may have
to be deterred from aggressive efforts to bet-
ter their own position at the expense of their
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néighbors., Today, we possess 8 deterrent
force that permits certain response in sud-
den, sure and shattering strength. By all the
logle of deterrence, therefore, fear of re-
prisal should be sufficlent to make us safe
from nuclear attack from any source.

Yet, as you know, Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara announced last month
that the United States had decided to de-
ploy a system of anti-ballistic missiles de-
signed to protect agalnst the possible Chi-
hese threat.

This decision, of course, has very substan-
tial implications for the area of my respon-
sibility as Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs. I would like
therefore to consider with you this evening
the likely impact of our deployment on in-
ternational security.

In particular, I want to talk about the
likely impact of this deployment upon our
efforts to maintain the security of Asia.

In addition, I will discuss its bearing on
our efforts to negotiate a treaty to halt the
spread of nuclear weapons and to secure an
agreement on the limitation of offensive and
defensive strategle systems with the Soviet
Union.

I would like to stress that, contrary to the

charges of some critics, this decision to de-
ploy resulted solely from a careful considera~
tion of the security interests of the United
States and its alllés. Outside and unrelated
pressures were not a consideration. The posi-
tive advantages of the deployment, which I
will discuss in a momen$, seemed to us to
make the decision to proceed a prudent,
though close, choice.
' Secretary McNamara has made clear his
strong opposition to attempting to deploy an
ABM system designed to protect our cities
against a large Soviet attack. He is opposed,
not because he does not want to protect our
cities, but because of his belief, which I share
completely, that this is not possible, that the
Soviets would respond to our deployment in
ways which would leave our citles still ex-
posed. The deployment thus would not in-
crease our security.

Secretary McNamara’s conslstent and de-
termined public opposition to a Soviet-ori-
ented ABM system has led to the misconcep-
tion that he has been opposed to any ABM
deployment. In fact, the Defense Depart-
ment has been glving close consideration
to the question of a Chinese-oriented ABM
deployment for some time. Let me just re-
mind you briefly about what we have sald
previously on this question.

" Secretary McNamara first noted the necd
to consider the possibility of a small nuclear
attack on the United States by a nation other
than the Soviet Union in February 1965. In
his posture statement to the Congress for
the coming fiscal year, he identified the risk
of such attack as emanating from Commu-
nist China. However, he stated that the
“lead time for that nation to develop and
deploy an effective ballistic missile system
capable of reaching the United States 1s
greater than we require to deploy the de~
fense.”

The following year, in Mr. McNamara’s
“posture statement to Congress in February
1966, reflected his encouragement at the
technical progress being made in the devel-
opment of the ABM subsystem, particularly
the long-range interceptor missiles. It also
recorded his judgment that the system could
be effective against the foreseeable Chinese
threat. I quote him:

“Initially, the deployment concept for
NIKE X contemplated the point defense of
only a relatively small number of the larger
citles against a heavy Soviet attack. Subse-
quently, as I described last year, it became
feasible to consider extending protection to
smaller cities by modifying certain NIKE X
subsystems and using less extensive and sgo-
phisticated deployments, Even this concept,
however, still left most of the country vul-
nerable to great damage even from a small

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300110022-9



_disposition. to.act cautiously, and

— N

October 26, 1967

attack deliberately designed to avold our de-
fended cities. ) ’ :

“This situation has now been changed slg-
nificantly by the emergence of the possibility
of developing an area missile defense based
upon the use of long-range interceptor mis-
siles which I mentioned previously. Against
a relatively light attack, such as the Chinese
Communists may be able to mount in the
mid-to-late 1970's, an area defense might be
very effective, offering the possibility of
avolding any substantial damage.”

However, & production decision was not
then deemed necessary. At background brief-
ings and press conferences in November and
December 1066, following -the Chinese ex-
plosion of a nuclear weapol in a missile, Mr.
McNamara malntained his position on the
timing of a decision to deploy an ABM sys-
tem to defend against the Communist Chin-
ese threat.

We have delayed any decision until now,
because one was not needed until now. Dur-
ing the interim, research and development on
the Chinese-oriented system continued and
the system has been greatly improved, How-
ever, the point in time has now been reached
wheh we had to make the decision to deploy
if we were to have a system in the field by the
time the Chinese could begin to deploy
IOCBM's. The Chinese could test an ICBM as
early as this year and they could have an
ICBM capability of some significance by the
mid-1970’s. Since it will take us five years to
deploy our defensive system, we need to be-
gin now if we are to have our defense ready
before the Chinese are capable of an attack
against the United States.

I have frequently been asked, over the last
several weeks, whether our deployment of
sn ABM system orlented against mainland
China does not represent a step backward
from our stated desire to fry and build
bridges to China. Some have suggested that
the decision represents an exaggerated view
of the actual threat which China poses to
the United States and our friends and allles
in Asla. I belleve that close examination of
our motivation in deploying a Chinese-
orlented ABM system shows these views to
be Incorrect. A ‘basic element in our ap-
proach to relations with the people of main-
land China remains that stated in the Presi-
dent’s State-of-the-Union Message. There
he said: ’

“We shall continue to hope for a recon-
ciliation between the people of mainland
China and the world community—including
cooperation in all the tasks of arms control,
security, and progress on which the fate of
the Chinese people, like the rest of wus,
depends.

“We would be the first to welcome a China
which had declded to respect her neighbors’
rights. We would be the first to applaud
were she to concentrate her great energles
and intelligence on improving the welfare of
her own people. And we have no intention
of trying to deny her legitimate needs for
security and friendly relations with neigh-
boring countrles.”

Our ABM deployment will in no way
interfere with these efforts. We continue to
hope that China will evolve in a way which
will make better relations with the leaders
in Peking possible, not only on arms control
matters but on a broad range of issues.

- While hoping for changes in Chinese be-
havior, we have sought to analyze Peking's
current views and attitudes which might
affect their use of their developing nuclear
capability. We see no reason to conclude that
the Chinese are any less cautious than the
rulers of other nations that have nuclear
weapons. Nor do we believe that Peking.is
at all ignorant of the effects of nuclear -
weapons. On the contrary, we believe that
the Chinese leaders understand the devasta~ -
tion which.the use of nuclear weapons by
China could bring to the mainland of China
itself. Indeed the Chinese have shown a
to’ avold

v WU :
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any military clash with the United States
that could lead to nuclear war.

In light of this view of China, then,
why did we coaclude that & Chinese-orlented
ABM system rmakes sense?

I think one way to approach this question
is to conslder a hypothetical world without
the Soviet Union. In that case, I bellieve that
few would think our decision required much
in the way of explanation, Hostile action by
Chins is, unfortunately, not totally incon-
cetvable; and nations have always deployed
those defensive systems which could blunt
an offensive attack from a possible enemy.
If we can create, for a sum well within our
means, a system which will greatly reduce
if not eliminate the casualties we might re~
cetve from a Chinese attack, loglc and pru-
dence requlre that we do so,

Of course the Soviet nuclear force does
exist; and, as Mr. McNamara pointed out in
San Francisco, one of our major concerns in
proceeding with this deployment was that it
not trigger an acceleration of the strategic
arms race with the Soviet Union. Because of
this possible danger—which I wish to return
to briefly at the end of my talk—we might
well have concluded not to proceed with the
‘deployment without some more specific rea-
son to belleve that it would enhance our own
security and that of our friends and allies in
Asla. ’

What then is the specific reason that led us
to go ahead?

My answer to this question might begin by
reemphasis that the cornerstone of our ef-
forts to maintain the security of Asla is our
ability to deter aggression, Our fundamental
strategy remains deterrence and I want to
make 1t clear that our decision to deploy &
China-oriented ABM system 1s wholly con-
sonant with this strategy. The obligations of
the United States in Asla stem most specifi-
cally and most importantly from our treaty
commitments with a number of Asian na-
tions. In addition, at the time of the first
Chinese nuclear detonation in 1963, Presi-
dent Johnson declared that: “Nations that
do not seek national nuclear weapons can be
sure that, if they need our strong support
against some threat of nuclear blackmall,
then they will have it.”

I have no doubt that the United States
would honor these assurances, whether or
not we deployed an ABM system. Our Eu-~
ropean allies have come to understand that
the United States has both the will and the
capability to deter Soviet aggression in Eu-
rope, even though the United States cannot
achieve a credible first-strike capability that
would prevent Soviet response, and even
though American society—but not US stra-

tegic forces—would be destroyed In a Sovlet

attack. Against the much reduced Chinese
capability, therfe should be no doubt as to the
credibility of our deterrent.

But despite this, some speculation had
developed in Asia, and perhaps also in Peking,
as to whether, when Chinese ICBM's were
targeted on American clities, the TUnited
States .would shirk its responsibilities In
Asia. Some asked, for example, if the United
States would really be willing to risk Detroit
to save a small Asian nation. Similar ques-
tions had been asked by our European allies
as the Soviet nuclear delivery capability grew.
As we have learned in Eutope, we must be
prepared to run risks if our assurances are to
have any credibility. But doubts did exist and
we concluded that a Chinese-oriented ABM
system could serve a valuable role in remov-
ing these doubts. In deploying this system,
we seek to emphasize the present unique dis-
parity in strategic nuclear capability and
technology between the US and China and
to extend well into the future the eredibility
of our option for a nuclear response.

Our deployment will substantially reduce
the Chinese Communist capability to threat-
en American citles and should leave, neither
Asla in general nor the Chinese in particular,
with any uncertainty as to whether or not
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the United States would act to prevent the
Chinese from gaining any political or mili-
tary advantage from thelr nuclear forces. We
recognize that this deployment by itself
would not be sufficient. The United States
will continue to need to act in ways which
make clear the credibility of -our deterrent.
And both we and Asian nations have to con-
tinue to maintain the necessary conventional
forces to deal with lesser threats. But we be-
lieve our ABM deployment is an important,
useful step. Hopefully the China-oriented
ABM system will also help buy the time with~
in which other political, economic, and social .
forces can be at work to bring China into
responsible participation in an international
community. We fully intend to help these
forces flo their work.

This, then, is how we belleve the deploy-
ment of the Chinese-oriented ABM system
will impact upon our efforts to maintain the
security of Asia. What about the physical
security of the Unlted States itself?

Secretary McNamara referred, in his speech,
to the possibility of Chinese miscalculation,
and in a later interview with Life Magazine
he made clear that his concern is with the
situation in which there 1s the danger of a
pre-emptive attack. Let me explain briefly
what our concern is. In a erisis which they

-had brought on, if the Chinese came to be-

lieve that the United States might attack,
they might be tempted to launch a pre-
emptive strike, hoping to bring down at least
a part of the American house in the face of
the total destruction, or even only the de-
struction of their nuclear-forces, which at the
moment of crisis they feared we were about
to wreak upon them. No matter how miscal-
culating or irrational such an act might
seem—and I did say earlier we believe the
Chinese leaders to be no less cautious than
the rulers of other nations that possess nu-
clear weapons—under the current circum-
stances it s not impossible. This danger will
pass when China develops, as the Soviets
have done, a secure second strike capability.
In the interim, we decided that as long as it
was within our technical capability to pro-
vide an effective defense 'against this danger,
prudence seemed to dictate that we deploy
that defense which would further déter the
Chinese from pre-empting, and eliminate or
greatly reduce our casualties should they en-
gage in such an act. ’

T am sometimes asked whether China could
not nullify our defense by smuggling a bomb
into the United States in a sultcase, or blow-
ing up a junk off the California coast. Such
activity is, unfortunately, technically feasible,
although thé magnitude of the potential de-
struction is not comparable to a missile at-
tack. Moreover, we believe such action is ex-
tremely unlikely. As I have suggested, we do
not view the Chinese as basically irrational.
The suitcase bomb would require the:Chi-

. nese, In the absence of an immediate crisis,

to decide in advance that they wish to destroy
an American city, knowing full well the re-
tallation which would follow. Such behavior
seems to Us totally unlikely, What our de-
fense is directed toward, as I have sald, is the
possibility that at the height of a erisis the
Chinese leadership might panic and press the
button. Our ABM deployment will guard
against that contingency, improbable though
it too may be.

Of all the possible implications of our
ABM deployment, none concerned me more
than its impact on our efforts to negotiate
a nonproliferation treaty—or NPT—designed
to halt the spread of nuclear weapons, We
analyzed very carefully the likely impact of
a deployment on the on-going negotiations
relating to the NPT. We came to the conclu-’
sion that our Chinese-oriented ABM deploy-
ment should make it easier, and not harder,
for countries in Asla to sign the NPT. The
increased credibility of the United States de-
terrent, which we expect to result from our
deployment, should make even- clearer the
lack of any need for independent national
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nuctlear forces in Asla, If any country in the
area has been tempted to develop a nuclear
capabllity because of a fear that we would
cease to deter China, our actions should have
removed these uncertainties.

One concern in regard to the NPT hag re-

. lated to the question of equality in obliga-
tion. The non-nuclear nations have been as-
serting, quite understandably, that the
United States and the Soviet Union should
demonstrate -5 willingness to move toward
nuclear disarmament if they are asking the
other nations of the world to forego the
manufacture of nuclear weapons. Both we
and the Soviets have accepted this obliga-
tion, and the language of the draft treaty
reflects that commitment. However, that
commitment does not mean, and I do not
believe that other countries would want it
to mean, that the United States would re-
frain from taking all steps that might im-~
prove our deterrent against China until
China, herself, is prepared to enter into satis-
factory arms limitation agreements. I believe
our Chinese-oriented ABM deployment
meets this criteria.

An additional cardinal point is that this
ABM deployment does not signify in any way
a change in our attitude toward the Soviet
Union. Our view of that relation can be
briefly summarized.

The relationship between any two greab
powers whose interests and activities are as
far-reaching as those- of the United States
and the Soviet Union must necessarily be
complex, a mixture of cooperation and con-
flict. During the first decade after World War
II, the U.8.-Soviet relatlonship was primarily
one of conflict. But in recent years, despite
areas of deep disagreement—Vietnam and
Germany are some examples—the necessity
of co-existing in a highly armed world has
led us to cooperate where we have interests
in common.,

Most important of these common interests
is the need to prevent nuclear war. Each of
us now has the ability to destroy the other’s
society. This is the most awesome power that
men have ever possessed. We do not fear that
the present leaders in the Kremlin, or any
foreseeable successors, will employ recklessly
or irresponsibly the vast resources of destruc-
tive capability which they possess. Stmilarly,
we think that we have given them ample evi-
dence that they need fear no such behavior
on our part. The costs of nuclear irresponsi-
bility would be too great. .

For this reason, another interest we share
with them is to prevent the spread of nu-
clear weapons, This interest is not wholly

altruistic: we are concerned not only thatb.

new possessors of ‘nuclear weapons may em-
ploy them against each other, or against a
non-nuclear state; we see an even greafer
danger in the possibility that the use of nu-
clear weapons by a third country could pre-
cipitate a war which would end in'a nuclear
exchange between the two so-called Super-
powers. In our view, and I would think in
that-of the Soviet Union as well, each addi-
tional nuclear power increases the possibility
of nuclear war, by design, by miscalculation,
or even by accident.

The U.S. and the USSR have a third re-
lated interest: that of reducing the vast
amounts of resources which each of us now
devotes to military forces and to military
hardware. That other and more rewarding
uses.can be made of these resources is #0
sclf-evident, despite the over-all prosperity
of American soclety, that it demands no
" “elaboration. The same is true, to an even
greater degree, in the Soviet Union. Simi-
Tarly, for the health of the world we inhabit,
both we and the Russians should be devot-
ing more of our national wealth to improv-
ing conditions of life within the less-de-
veloped countries.

Our decision to deploy a Chinese-oriented
ABM system reflects no lack of concern ahout
what Secretary McNamars called the “mad

momentum” of the nuclear arms race. But
because our proposed deployment poses no
possible threat to the Sovlet deterrent, 1t
need lead to no acceleration of the Soviet-
American strategic arms race.

We will continue to seek cooperation and
agreement with the Soviets whenever our
interests converge. In particular, we will con-
tinue to hope that by parallel actlons, or by
formal agreement, the two countries can
undertake to limit their strategic offensive
and defensive forces. There 1s no reason to
believe that our deployment decision makes
them any less willing to enter into talks, or
to take parallel actions. In fact, although
we cannot be sure, the contrary may well be
the case. Moreover, should these talks occur,
we hope to avold bogging down In the peren-
nially difficult issue of international inspec-
tion, -

Since the end of the second world war, the
United States has sought an international
agreement to end, or at least slow down,
the nuclear arms race. The United States
has always Insisted, and will continue to
insist, on adequate verification of any arms
control agreement with our potential adver-
saries. In deciding whether we heed an
agreed international inspection system, we
assess very carefully the capabllity of our

own unilateral verification systems. As you’

know, the United States agreed to the three
environment test ban treaty, with the full
concurrence of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the consent of the United States Senate, des-
pite the lack of provisions for international
inspection. We did so because we were con-
fident, .and remain confldent, that we can
detect any violations of the treaty by the
Soviet Union or any other signer. We have,
in fact, accurately detected Chinese and
French atmospheric nuclear tests.

In considering any possible agreement with
the Soviet Union to level off or reduce stra-
tegic offensive and defensive systems, or even
the possibility for parallel action on the part
of the two countries, we may have to depend
on our own unllateral capability for verifica-
tion. We belleve a number of possibilities for
parallel action and even for formal agreement
with the Soviets would permit our reliance
on unilateral means of verification. Other
more ‘far-reaching agreements, particularly
any involving substantial reductions, would
require agreed international inspection, You
may be sure that we would not accept any
agreement unless we had high confidence in
our ability to monitor Soviet corapliance,
either by unilateral means or by agreed In-
spection procedures. But you may be sure,
also, that we will pursue, with diligence
and determination, our efforts to kring the
nuclear arms race under control.

For we do not helieve that continuation of
that nuclear competition is without risk, and
that risk lies only in seeking agreement with
our potential enemies. We now have lived
with danger throughout most or all of our
adult years. We recognize that all courses
have risks and that it is folly, not prudence,
to continue on the path that the world has
been following without seeking a better way.
The U.8. is fully prepared for an end to the
nuclear arms race. For the sake of our own
and future generations, we can only hope
that neither the attitudes of our adversarles
nor the gulf of suspicion which separates us
will prevent attainment of the objective
which is in our common interest.

It 1s my belief that the decision to go
ahead with an ABM system directed agalnst
potential Chinese threat will not retard, but
rather will advance our progress toward that
objective,

(Mr. CONYERS (at the request of Mr.
FoLEY) was granted permission to ex=
tend his remarks at this point in the
1;R,xsconn and to include extraneous mat-
er.) .
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October 26, 1967
[Mr. CONYERS’ remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

NEW 7-YEAR NOTES BRING HIGH-
EST INTEREST RATES SINCE
1921

(Mr. PATMAN (at the request of Mr.
FoLeEy) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and fo include extraneous mat-
ter.) :

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
the U.S. Government, with the world’s:
strongest economy offered to pay 53 per-
cent on a 7-year note of $1.5 billlon.

This is the highest interest rate offered
on a CGovernment security in 46 years—
since 1921 in the administration of War-
ren G. Harding,

Mr. Speaker, this fantastically high in-
terest rate—534 percent—is being paid
on a brandnew type of Government se-
curity—a T-year note. As my colleagues
remember, the House voted on June 21
to change the definition of a Treasury
note from 5 years to 7 years. At the time,
many of argued that the lengthening
of the definition of a note would lead only
to one result—higher interest rates.

Now we have reaped the high cost re-
sults of giving the Treasury authority to
market 7-year notes. :

Obviously, the results of this first sale
plainly tells us that the 7-year notes are
to be another vehicle for high interest
rates.

Mr. Speaker, there is no excuse for a
great Nation like this to pay 53 percent
on securities fully backed by the credit of
our Government. This is just unneces-
sary gouging of the American taxpayer.

Contrary o some published reports
that accompanied the néws of this 5%~
percent interest rate, the Federal Re-
serve System is not meeting its responsi-
bilities in holding down interest rates.
The Federal Reserve, if it wanted to
operate in the public interest, could sup-
port the Government bond market and
force down these interest rates. They, of
course, are doing the opposite.

Mr. Speaker, when the House con-
sidered the debt ceiling legislation in
June, we were assured that the approval
of the 7-year note would have no effect
on interest rates. In other words, the
House was led to believe that it could
authorize these new notes—which bear
no interest ceiling—without requiring
the American taxpayers to pay more in-
terest to finance Government borrow-
ings. Mr. Speaker, I quote from page 9
of the Report on the Public Debt Limit,
H.R. 10867, as filed by the Ways and
Means Committee on June 16, 1967:

The extension of the definition of U.S.
notes to those debt instruments with a
maturity of not over 7 years by ltself will
not have any effect on interest rates,- but
it will afford the Secretary of the Treasury
aid in preventing still further shortening of
the maturity of the debt.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, the first sale of these
notes established the highest interést
rates in Government securities in 46
years. I must respectfully suggest that
the T-year note did indeed have effect
on interest rates—a pretty tragic effect
for the taxpayer who must foot this ad-
ditional interest cost.
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